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Title: Methodology and instructional practices in foreign language teaching: focus on form and corrective feedback. 
Abstract 
The following study reviews different controversies related to how corrective feedback (CF) has been perceived in language 
pedagogy and second language acquisition (L2 or SLA). These controversies focus on how corrective feedback may affect second 
language acquisition, the type of errors that should be corrected, the person that should do the correcting (the instructor or the 
learner him/herself), and the most effective type of corrective feedback. In this analysis, both the pedagogic and second language 
acquisition literature will be reviewed. Also, several guidelines will be applied when conducting corrective feedback in Advanced 
Spanish language university courses. 
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Título: Metodología y prácticas de instrucción en la enseñanza de segundas lenguas: enfoque en la forma y retroalimentación 
correctiva. 
Resumen 
El objetivo de este estudioconsiste en revisar la problemática existente en torno a la “retroalimentación correctiva” y su 
percepción en la pedagogía del lenguaje y adquisición de segundas lenguas. Se analizará el efecto que dicha retroalimentación 
tiene en la adquisición de una segunda lengua, y el tipo de errores que deben ser corregidos, la persona que debe hacer la 
corrección (el instructor o el alumno) y cuál es el tipo más eficaz de retroalimentación correctiva. Para ello, se hará uso de diversos 
estudio y se tendrá en cuenta un conjunto de directrices en las correcciones de actividades de español avanzado. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In the recent years, second language acquisition researchers and language educators have paid careful attention to 
corrective feedback, but they have often disagreed about whether to correct errors, which errors to correct, how to 
correct them, and when to correct them (Hendrickson, 1978: 387-398; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). 
Feedback plays an important role in most theories of second language learning and language pedagogy.  In both 
behaviorist and cognitive theories of L2 learning, feedback is considered as a contribution to language learning. In 
structural and communicative approaches to language teaching, feedback is perceived as a way of ensuring linguistic 
accuracy and fostering learner motivation. This study will illustrate different approaches in second language acquisition 
and language pedagogy to review a variety of controversial issues related to one type of feedback (corrective feedback). 
Feedback can be helpful and positive or harmful and negative. Positive feedback considers that a learner’s response to 
an activity or question is correct. In this case, it may be an indicator of the veracity of the content or the linguistic 
correctness of an expression. At the same time, it can provide effective support to the learner and promotes motivation to 
continue learning.  
However, in second language acquisition, positive feedback has received little attention, because discourse analytical 
studies of classroom interaction have shown that the teacher’s positive feedback tends to be ambiguous (e.g., “great” or 
“yes” do not always signal the learner is correct). On the other hand, negative feedback signals show that the learner’s 
expression lacks veracity or is linguistically incorrect.  
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Some investigations have been undertaken to explore a variety of factors that may influence the effectiveness of 
corrective feedback for second language grammar learning. These include the type of feedback (explicit or implicit), the 
amount of feedback, the mode of feedback (oral or written), the source of feedback, learner proficiency and learner’s age, 
among other factors (Carroll & Swain, 1993:357-386). 
Below, we present a review of some relevant studies that illustrate the different methods for corrective feedback 
research and those that are particularly significant to this analysis. This study is intended to provide a summary of some of 
the relevant findings of research examining the relationship between CF and the development of L2 grammatical accuracy. 
It is important to clarify how corrective feedback is defined and how the effectiveness of corrective feedback is 
measured. The term corrective feedback will be used to refer to any feedback provided to a learner that contains evidence 
of learner error of language form and it might be oral or written, implicit or explicit. For the purposes of this research, 
corrective feedback will not refer to feedback focused on any aspect of the language other than grammatical form.  
2. FEEDBACK ON ORAL PRODUCTION 
There is a significant amount of studies of descriptive and experimental nature that review the impact of CF on oral 
production. One of the original descriptive studies was conducted by Chaudron (1977:29-46), who investigated the 
different types of CF provided to French immersion students by their instructor. He observed that while a great deal of 
teacher feedback was ignored, some types of CF (repetition with emphasis) led to more instant reformulation on the part 
of learners than others (repetition without emphasis).  
In a descriptive classroom study with adult learners of a second language, Doughty (1994) also found out that the most 
common feedback was clarification request, repetition and recast. An examination of learners’ responses to the feedback 
shows that learners rarely responded to any of the oral CF types but when they did, it was most often to a recast. 
The different findings across descriptive and experimental CF studies may be related to the explicit and implicit nature 
of the corrective feedback type, the extent to which type of feedback is dependent on context and intensive/extensive 
nature of the CF. However, there is evidence that CF can be helpful for L2 learning.  
Regardless of this study, there are L2 theorists who disagree and believe that corrective feedback is not useful at all, or 
that it is only useful in some cases (Truscott, 1999:437-455). This idea is consistent with the thought that CF may be useful 
for monitored production (writing) but not for natural or spontaneous oral production (Krashen, 1982). 
3. FEEDBACK ON WRITTEN PRODUCTION 
Some researchers have found CF to be useful for written errors. For example, Fathman and Whalley conducted an 
experimental classroom study on the effects of type of feedback on intermediate ESL college students’ writing, and found 
to be effective (Fathman & Whalley, 1990:178-190). Ashwell (2000: 227-257) also found clear support for the use of CF for 
developing grammatical accuracy in written compositions. He conducted an evaluation of feedback on adult learners’ 
essays in which feedback involving underlining or circling grammatical, lexical, or mechanical errors, as well as content-
related suggestions for improvement, was provided on the first and second drafts of a composition. He found out that 
when revising their essays students considered 3/4 of the feedback they received on form. In addition, the results showed 
that students relied more on the form feedback than on the content feedback. 
On the contrary, Kepner (1991:305-313) found no significant effects of either type of feedback on language form in the 
compositions of L2 college students, and concluded that feedback on written compositions is ineffective for developing 
students’ grammatical accuracy. 
4. EXPLICITNESS AND IMPLICITNESS 
Schmidt’s affirms that to learn anything that is new (including grammatical forms in a second language), “noticing 
hypothesis” is essential (Schmidt, 1990:129-158). For this reason, the necessary degree of explicitness of CF to promote 
noticing, without diminishing from the communicative focus of instructions, is an essential part in current research on CF 
(Lyster, 1998:183-218; Lyster, 1998:51-81). 
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Carroll and Swain (1993:361) define explicit feedback as any feedback that states that a learner’s output was not part of 
the language-to be- learned” and implicit feedback as “a confirmation checks, failures to understand, and requests for 
clarification.  
Ellis (2001) describes different types of corrective feedback as falling along a continuum between implicit and explicit 
feedback.  In this respect, there are two types of CF that fall towards the more explicit end of the range and are identified 
by Lyster and Ranta as: explicit correction, when it is clearly expressed that an error has been made and the correct form is 
given; and meta-linguistic feedback, when a meta-linguistic explanation of the underlying grammatical rule is given (Lyster 
& Ranta, 1997:37-66). 
They also claimed that there was less support for recast, but other types of CF (elicitations, clarification requests, meta-
linguistic cues and repetition) led to learner uptake more frequently, and they were also more effective in leading to 
student-generated repair.  
On the contrary, Lyster (1998) considers that implicit feedback in the form of recasts is not an effective type of 
feedback because it can be easily misinterpreted as alternative positive evidence or repetition. 
In another descriptive classroom study, which examined students’ private speech in class, Ohta (2000: 47-71) reports 
that the use of recasts appeared to be effective, for both the students who made the errors, and for other students in 
class. Although this study used measures of students’ private speech in response to recasts as the dependent  variable, 
rather than directly measuring student learning. The results suggest that recasts were effective for some students, and 
traditional methods of measuring student response to recasts may not be sufficient.  
Another interpretation is that because the foreign language students in Ohta’s study were used to an emphasis on 
language forms and corrective feedback in their classroom instruction, they may have been particularly sensitive to all 
types of CF and therefore, interpreted recasts as obvious correction (Nicholas, Lightbown, Spaa, 2001:719-758). 
5. SUMMARY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
After reviewing the literature related to CF and L2 learning, it is evident that the different studies address diverse 
questions, consider a variety of types of corrective feedback, study different population, employ different measures and 
apply different methodologies. Consequently, different studies produce results that may be different from others with 
respect to their conclusions and interpretations.  
Independent of the result obtained, each study should consider the following question: How effective is corrective 
feedback in general for L2 learning?  
In this study and to address this question, we have identified the treatment conditions (type of feedback) used in the 
classroom, the methodological approached (experimental or descriptive) and investigated the effects that these features 
might have on the result of the studies. 
Data collection 
The data used for this study was collected from three courses of Advanced Spanish 1 at Johns Hopkins University during 
the 2009-2010 school year. The following are the specific questions that refer to the study: 
1) Analyze your current practice by recording your lesson(s) and specifically identifying events of corrective feedback. 
Analyze along the lines of the oral feedback types (recasts, explicit correction, etc.) and identify student uptake. Provide 
the transcript and reflect on the pedagogical implications. 
 Explicit correction:  
I have noticed that in my Spanish classes some students have problems with sentence agreement (subject/verb, 
noun/adjective).  
An example of this particular case is the sentence given by one of my students in class a few weeks ago: 
 “Mi padre trabajaban en una fábrica feo” (My father used to work in an ugly factory).  
The right way to formulate this sentence is: Mi padre trabajaba en una fábrica fea. 
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Explanation: The subject of the sentence “mi padre” is in the singular form, therefore, it must agree with the verb 
“trabajar” (“trabajaban” is plural).  
Another error occurs when the student says “fábrica” (it is a feminine noun) and “feo” (it is a masculine adjective) and it 
must agree with this noun.  
When telling the students, the right way of producing this sentence and reminding them to keep in mind the factor 
“agreement” the student uptake was positive overall. They were able to correct themselves when they had to narrate the 
part of the movie we saw in class.  
Example: “Moncho tiraron piedras al profesor” (Moncho threw stones at the teacher). The student reformulated the 
sentence right away and said “Moncho tiró (in the singular form) piedras al profesor”. 
 Recasts:  
I have used this method to correct grammatical and phonological errors during class. An example of this could be the 
frequent error for the pronunciation of the sound /h/. In English, /h/ is pronounced /eɪtʃ/, but in Spanish /h/ is a silent 
letter with no pronunciation, as in hijo [ˈixo] (son).  
An example of this case could be the verb “ahogar” (to drown). I implicitly reformulated part of the student’s output 
when this error happened with this word. The uptake was positive as the student was able to correct himself later when 
pronouncing the word “alcohol”. 
Despite the positive uptake given by the students, these errors occurred in different sessions. There is no self-repair 
since the answers are provided by the instructor (through the explicit correction or recasts). 
 Elicitation:  
Example: One of the students was trying to explain the place where you can keep a bird in your house (‘cage’ in Spanish 
‘jaula’). 
Student: ‘En mi casa, tengo lo que se usa para poner a los pájaros para que no se escapen…’ (‘In my house, I have this 
thing that we use so the birds cannot escape...’. 
Instructor: ‘¿Qué es eso que usamos para que los pájaros no se escapen …? ’¿Cuál es la palabra en español? (What is 
what we use so the birds cannot escape …? What is the right word in Spanish?). 
 Metalinguistic clues:  
In the following case, one student was describing what he did during the weekend. However, he used the verb in the 
present tense.  
Student: ‘Ayer, voy al cine con mis amigos’ (Yesterday, I go out to the movies with my friends).  
Instructor: ‘¿Vas ayer?’ (Do you go yesterday?) 
Student: Ayer, fui … (I went out yesterday…) 
The student uptake was positive because he was able to correct himself, instead of being provided with the right 
answer. I find it effective formulating questions or providing comments related to the student output. 
 Clarification request:   
In the following example, the instructor asks a question using the verb ‘to do’ and the student uses it to answer the 
question, but at the same time incorporates another verb to indicate what she does (to go out).  
Instructor: ‘¿Qué haces normalmente por la tarde?’ (‘What do you usually do in the afternoon?’) 
Student: ‘Yo hago salgo con mis amigos …” (I do go out with my friends….). 
Instructor: ‘¿Perdón? ¿Podrías repetir la frase?’ (‘Pardon?’, would you mind repeating the sentence?’). 
Student: ‘Yo salgo con mis amigos…’ 
In this case, the student uptake was positive, but sometimes, I have noticed that the students have more problems 
reformulating the sentences if I don’t clarify where the error is or if I don’t make some comments about it. 
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 Repetition:  
In the following example, the error happens when using the preterit tense instead of using the imperfect tense to refer 
to habitual actions that took place in the past. 
Student: ‘Ella visitó cada verano a su tía’ (‘She used to visit her aunt every summer’) 
Instructor: ¿Visitó? (Did she visit…?) 
Student: ‘Ella visitaba cada verano …’ 
The student uptake was positive as it was in the other cases. However, the differences between the imperfect and 
preterit tenses in Spanish can be difficult to assimilate and these errors tend to happen frequently. Therefore, it is 
necessary to use this method or some of the others seen previously, to remind the students of these differences. 
2) Identify an error that you feel needs some type of sustained treatment. Describe the error using the classification 
rubrics. Develop a “focus on form” treatment in which you draw the learners’ attention to the error, the gap, and 
describe how you will sustain the attention in lessons following the “focus on form” treatment. Provide the treatment 
handout. 
The research material used is a written composition. Students were to write on the topic: "Describe the most tragic 
event in the history of the USA". In this assignment, the students were asked to use different verbal tenses (present, 
preterit, imperfect, future tense, etc.) and be precise in the use of vocabulary. 
When the reviewing the compositions, I noticed that most of the errors were related to the agreement in the sentences 
(subject-verb, noun/adjective). 
Examples:  
1. ‘Como en todos las otras guerras …’ (Like in the other wars …). The right way to formulate this sentence is: ‘Como en 
todas las otras guerras’. (The words ‘guerras’ and ‘otras’ are feminine, and ‘todos’ is masculine). 
2. ‘También, fue un ataque a nuestra país completa’ (‘It was also an attack to our own country’). The right way to 
formulate this sentence is: ‘También, fue un ataque a nuestro país completo’ (The word ‘pais’ is masculine and ‘nuestra’ 
and ‘completa’ are in feminine). 
3. ‘Los soldados decidieron tomar todo la tierra…’ (’The soldiers decided to take over the land…). The right way to 
formulate this sentence is: ‘Los soldados decidieron tomar toda la tierra’, (the word ‘tierra’ is feminine and ‘todo’ is in 
masculine). 
According to the classification rubric given in class, we could classify these types of errors as ‘misformation’, because 
the wrong form of a structure or morpheme is being used. 
With respect to the ‘’focus on form’ treatment, we use a handout that contains different codes used by the students to 
correct the errors.  
 
Código de correcciones para las composiciones (Course Document: Codes used for writing self-correcting): 
Fp: falta palabra (a word is missing) 
Pi: palabra incorrecta (wrong word) 
Ort.: error de ortografía (orthography error) 
Cc: error de concordancia (sujeto-verbo; sustantivo-adjetivo) (agreement error: subject-verb, noun-adjective) 
????: no se entiende (not understandable) 
Of: orden de la frase (sentence order) 
Inglés: palabra inglés o construcción del inglés (English word) 
Mv: modo verbal (verbal mode) 
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Tv: tiempo verbal (verbal tense) 
For the present case, we would use the error agreement code (Cc) as is shown: 
1. ‘Como en todos (Cc) las otras guerras …’ (Like in the other wars …).  
2. ‘También, fue un ataque a nuestra (Cc) país completa (Cc)’ (‘It was also an attack to our own country’).  
3. ‘Los soldados decidieron tomar todo (Cc) la tierra…’ 
6. CONCLUSION 
Corrective feedback is a complex phenomenon because of the difficulties that surround different issues related to the 
correction process: how to correct, what to correct, and when to correct.  
As it has been mentioned, different perspectives on corrective feedback are afforded by cognitive theories and socio-
cultural theory. While some theories seek to identify the corrective feedback strategies that are most effective in fostering 
the internal processes responsible for acquisition, the latter studies consider corrective feedback as a form of social 
mediation that helps learners in performing language functions that otherwise could not be completed on their own. Both 
perspectives help to clarify corrective feedback and the role it plays in second language acquisition. 
Corrective feedback is without a doubt, a topic of importance in teacher education programs as there is evidence of its 
important role in improving oral and written linguistic accuracy. The key matter that teacher educators must face is how 
to handle this complex issue.  
For this reason, it is important that teacher education programs present instructors with a set of guidelines that can 
serve as a basis for reflection and teacher-led research into corrective feedback. Instructors need to be guided by research 
but also to establish to what extent its findings are applicable to their own classrooms. 
Corrective feedback offers instructors an opportunity to examine through reflection and through practitioner research 
a specific aspect of their own instructional practices, and in so doing, to contribute to our general understanding of how 
corrective feedback can be most effectively executed to promote language learning. 
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